able to justify the more commonly held, more robust conception of 'special demands' on the military character.
A Starting Point
This much seems to me uncontroversial. The military profession, and the conducting of military operations, poses special and particularly pressing moral problems. Anyone already taking the moral point of view will immediately notice them. To varying degrees, this is true of all the professions.
Moral people who are also doctors, lawyers, clergy, businesswomen, whatever, find themselves faced with special moral situations that simply wouldn't come up very often in other contexts.
So this is one way we might look at the subject matter of military ethics. Assume the organization and application of military force is sometimes morally required. Assume also that there are some ways of applying military force that are morally out of bounds. The military ethicist starts from these assumptions, examines all the special situations we encounter in the military, and tries to puzzle out the right way to think about them. For instance, in a military operation, we judge it morally necessary to do whatever we can to avoid hurting innocents.
Or we might judge that because we have extraordinary authority over our subordinates, we ought to do our best to look out for their welfare when issuing orders.
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Importantly, given this way of looking at military ethics, the policies that the military ethicist endorses would apply to anyone who happened to find himself similarly situated. What the functional line does not establish is that the military professional must be 'good' through and through. The argument allows for a soldier that would never even think about lying in his unit to lie to his spouse or on his income tax. The military function will be no worse off if a sailor always puts the needs of the service above her own, but still gives nothing to charity. As long as a pilot is courageous in combat and in dealing with his fellow professionals, he might just as well be a coward with a burglar or his father or his wife. Moreover, it should be obvious that the functional line says nothing whatever about moral goodness and badness that has no relation to the military function. takes to get troops to follow leaders, we might end up having to say the military has just as compelling reasons on occasion to be especially bad.
Such are the motivational psychologies of some troops and some segments of the public.
So the functional line gets us some special obligations, and some special reasons to be moral, but only in the military context. The argument does not get us a knight in shining armor. Indeed, the moral qualities for the military professional established by the functional line are ones that even a Nazi could and would endorse.
Unique Demands of the Role
This next argument is a lot like the functional line. Ill call it the 'role-based' argument for a higher moral standard. On this view it's not just that the military function, narrowly defined as fighting and winning, demands special things. Rather, it is also the role one occupies in the military structure and in society at large that carries with it unique moral demands. We might even profitably think of this as the functional line revisited, only using a broader notion of the military function.
Take as an illustration of this idea the demands we place on police officers. A police officer is obligated to do something about a crime in progress, while ordinary citizens aren't always expected to step in. The special obligation flows immediately from the role the police officer is filling. A parent is expected to care for his or her children in ways others are not morally required to do. The obligations are attached to the roles.
So if one assumes a role in society (rather than pretending to assume it) this frequently carries with it some very definite moral baggage. As long as you're not a charlatan or a con man, you have some special moral obligations because you implicitly agree to them.
We might say the same kind of thing about the military professional. If one voluntarily assumes the role, 6 then there are certain standards of behavior and character to which one at once agrees.
Certainly an obligation to attend honestly and conscientiously to everyday military duties comes with the package. If called, doing one's best in combat seems uncontroversially an obligation attached to the role. We should also assume that the explicit oaths that demand obedience to superiors and loyalty to the constitution, etc., are part of the public understanding of the military professional's role-based obligations.
When someone assumes the military role, unless he's a fraud, he at once assumes some special moral obligations.
Of course, one might ask why the military professional shouldn't be a fraud. Fair enough, and we might be able to conjure some special And we've already seen that the military function, even broadly understood, only makes certain limited demands in the moral sphere. A functionally ungrounded demand that military professionals be paragons of all virtue seems to me unreasonable, and should carry no weight as the foundation for this role-based strategy.
We're Paying Your Salary
So far I've got special reasons for the military professional to adhere to some moral standards, but not all of them. The functional and related role-based arguments allow us to draw only limited conclusions.
But why assume we need an argument like these in support of the expectations? Assume (controversially) that the public simply expects military professionals to meet a higher moral standard, and this has nothing to do with their thinking about the function or their understanding of the role. They're paying military salaries, so if this is what they want, however overly demanding, and for whatever reason, this is how the military should be. Given the brute expectation, the professional would be cheating the taxpayer of if he took the job pretending to be especially morally upright, but didn't really take the moral aspect of it seriously.
There's an awful lot wrong with this. Ill mention, but not explore, the hypocrisy that would be involved in taking this view. How could we consistently hold one group on the public payroll (the military) accountable for 'higher', non-functionally grounded, moral standards, but not all the others on the pubic payroll (various civil servants and 13 politicians at almost every level)? We could also wonder once again if there is such an expectation in the public at large. It is by no means clear that there is a brute demand in our culture that the military be more moral than the rest of us in non-functionally grounded contexts. Perhaps it is here that we can take one last pass at making sense of a liigher' standard for the military professional. When we take the moral point of view, recognize the moral dangers and temptations of military service, and survey the extraordinarily bad things that can happen when the military professional lets down, we may rightly worry.
